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eation, 

Sue Shger, Associate General Manager 
Envrronmental Restorahon Management 
EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc 

Please find attached the DOWRFO comments on the October 1993 Health and Safety Plan 
for Operable Unit No 2 - Demonstrdtion, Testing and Evaluahon of Non-Intrusive 
Charactenzahon Technologies 

We request that EG&G review the attached comments and modify the Health and Safety 
Plan to insure that those activihes descnbed in the Plan are conducted safely in accordance 
with OSHA and DOE Orders We also request that EG&G provide DOEIRFO with a 
revised Health and Safety Plan and written responses to the conments by 
Febnmy 14, 1994 

We apologize for the tardiness of the attached comments and we recognize that the 
additional work tesulting from these requests may not have been included In the current 
budget However, in the interest of conducting our work in a safe manner, we believe that 
the Health and Safety Plan needs to be modified to reflect the attached comments 

We beheve this request falls within current work package scope If you find otherwise, 
please nohfy me and indicate the appropnate Change Control Board acuon 

Questions or concerns should be directed to Vern Withenll of my staff at extension 2003 

VernF Withenll 

Restorahon Fachhes and Decontamination 
and Decommissioning 

''3°F - Group Leader, Environmental 
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TECHNICAL COMMENTS 

#1 P 4-1, last paragraph, first sentence 
P 4-3, fvst paragraph, second sentence 

I’m not sure &e math is correct on the amount of remming (239Pu) Cunes 
Page 4-1 mdicates that 86 rams may i-eman from contaminated hquds  in sods 

Handbook, Dept of HEW, 1970, p 104) which calculates to 5 3 Cunes rather 
than the 1 7 Cunes menuoned on page 4-3 

The specifiq activity of 23 8 Pu is 6 13 X 10-2 Cdg (Radiological Health 

#2 P 3-1, last sentence 
P 5-1, Section 5 1, last sentence 

P 11-2, first sentence 
Section 10 3, second and fourth bullet 

vs  

An inadvertent ambiguity creeps into this HASP on the issue of entry/work 111 the 
IHSSs Pages 3- 1 and 5-1 are explicit in excludmg the IHSSs from the Scope of 
Work and Hazard Assessment because they will not be entered Then Sechons 
10 3 and 11 2 suggest PPE and decontaminahon procedures “if’ there is entry 
into the IHSSs By hedging our no-entry statements with a few “lfs” and 
prescnbing hopeful half-measures, we may be setting up an envlronment where it 
is assumed that IHSS entry has been considered and fully provided for A worst 
case abuse of this could lead to contaminated personnelkquipment. 

I do recognize that antlcipatmg every field cmumstance is unpossible, however, I 
suggest this be settled more definitively We can anticipate m this HASP (and 
site traning) that an IHSS entry is not planned but may be necessary, or, we can 
flatly prohibit IHSS entry Is it llkely that some access to or through an IHSS 
wlll be necessary for the cables on the geophones? If the answer is yes then 
some provision for radiological survey/decontamination must be provided for 

If the work can be perfoimed with no IHSS entry, I would recommend this be 
made clear in the site biiefing and whenever appropnate m the HASP 

#3 Table 5 1-4 
Potenhal hazards and PPE for decontaminatlon of equipment should be 
considered and provided for in this table 

#4 P 6-1, second paragraph, first and second sentences 
W M e  there is nothmg technically wrong with the statements regadmg “repeaung 
tests” and “requestmg new tests” when an abnormal rea lng  is reported, the retest 
decision should not be prescnbed but should be enhrely deferred to the exarmnlng 
physician Reading this literally, rf an employee received an abnormal reading on 
a second test, then a third test is required under this program and, conceivably, 
would contmue with ietestlng untd a normal readmg was reported 

Disquahfying a person from field work whenever a “potentlal problem” is 
mdicated wlll eventually tangle you up with the new Amencan Dlsabilitles Act. 
The medical conditlon must be one that has an unpact on the person’s capacity to 
work safely without unparment to the person’s health and safety For example, 
if an mdividual performed poorly on a foiced vital capacity test but would not be 
expected to wea  a respirator, disquallfying them from the site when respirators 
were not necessary could be illegal 



Medical examination results must be made available to the employee whethei 
hdshe makes a wiitten request or not (29 CFR 1910 120 (13 (7) (I)) 

The HASP should mention the types of medical examinattons that wdl be made 
avadable to the employes inioal, annual, termmation and incident-related 

I #5 Sect ton72 1 
I Delete the word “possible” since real hme radiatlon momtonng equipment is 

requlred in several other secttons 

#6 Section 7 2 2 
Descnbe what the FIDLER, G-M, Model 3, etc detects and its response range 
Any equipment used for monitonng must have its “methods of mantenance and 
cahbrat~on” included (or referenced and kept on site) as a part of the HASP (29 
CFR 1910 120 (b) (4) (11) (E)) 

The last several sentances of page 7- 1 left me wondenng whether radiological 
screemng of EBASCO people by EBASCO people was (1) required sometlmes, 
or (2) optional, and not more than a gratuitous recommendation for the benefit of 
EBASCO employee’s peace of mind If it is the latter case, then it 1s an 
madequate situatton to blow off this survcillance lust because “RFP coverage is 
not avadable or present ” 

The second paragraph (of page 7-1) requinng the FIDLER pie-screen should 
reference a SOP on h s  procedure There is ambiguity in this sectlon about who 
conducts the pre-screen and whdt is the “area pnor to entry” Is it the “work 
zone” desciibed in Section 9 17 Is it only apphcable to an TT3SS9 How are 
background levels determined? What is a “negatwe” result 1 I a FIDLER? Are 
there any field conditions m regard to wet soil or snow COVC that must be 
considered? 

Does the first sentence of page 7-2 refer to the pre-screen only, (“detection of 
any cpm gieater than background”, oi does it include any subsequent detections 
made in a work area? Is the sentence meant to be prescnptive (I e , subshtuting 
“will be” for “are”) and is the survey to be conducted “pnoi” to departuie? Also 
the term “suspect aiea” is introduced and it should be made clear what 
momtoiinghfoimation will deteimine that an a e a  IS a “suspect area ” 

If fnskmg is pei-foimed on an individual after he/she has iemoved protechve 
clothing (cloth coveralls, for example) how do we know that the protective 
clothng itself is not radiologicdly contaminated? Would it make more sesnse to 
frlsk the individual before removing the worksuit7 In the event it was hot, it 
would be detected and removed before the contamination spread dunng the act of 
removing the protectwe clothing 

The second paragraph of page 7-2 is unclear as to whether this resurvey 
technique applies to personnel, equipment, or the work zone Is the alpha 
scintlllator to be used only if the Model 3 reads 100+ cpm above background? Is 
it possible that alpha contaminaoon may be missed if only a Model 3 G-M survey 
was performed7 The last sentence with its prescnption for action when 
“readings that are greatei than the following” should refer to a table or something 



+ L  less general than “following” Tht phone number of EG&G Radiation 
Monitonng is not in the list of phone numbeis in Section 1 2, is i t  the same as 
EG&G Radiological Contract’ 

The third paragraph of page 7-2 is unclear in several respects Are EBASCO 
personnel excused from surveying tools and equipment d the HSO does not 
direct them to do it3 The prescIiption for a survey “when there is doubt about the 
condition of the equipment” is vague Since the splkes on geophones wrll 
penetrate the surface where the prescreen survey would not detect alpha 
contamination, would these always be surveyed, (for example) since we know 
plutonium is present and its attachment to sod on the sprke IS a possibility7 

Can anyone requestlmsist on a survey? Will RFP always requlre and perform a 
survey so that the EBASCO survey is actually a confmabon (hence the “also” m 
the first sentence)? 

The last two sentences of paragraph 3, and the first llne of the last paragraph on 
page 7-2 refer to “foregoing limits” and “limits” but it is unclear what these are 
The unuled table on page 7-3 refers to action limits but is not clear that these are 
what previous discussion of “limits” refers to, or what these hmits encompass 
(prescreen of the work site? human skn7 tools?), or what the “actlon” is meant 
to be (call EG&G Radiation Monitoimg?) 

#6 P 8-2, Section 8 4 
Whether or not you include it as a piescnphve part of this secbon or not, I would 
be most gratified if the Site-Specific Training included the following topics 

-identity of each First A d  and CPR tramed worker at the site 
-no-entry provision for the IHSSs 
-use and lunitauons of momtoring equipment 

#7 P 8-3, Secbon 8 6, second sentence 
Apparently First A d  traimng IS not requrred, but, in a hopeful way it 1s 
“expected that a selected number” will have this trammg What if ths 
expectabon is not met7 HOW many is a “selected number” or even “several”? A 
requlrement for compliance with the Bloodborne Pathogen Standard should be 
menboned heie 

#8 P 9-1, Section 9 0 
Will the zones be demarcated7 

#9 P 10-2 
Require that the following items be avalable for immediate use m the work zone 
-First Aid lut 
-Fire extmguisher 
-phone/radio 
-eyewash 

#10 P 1 1- 1, second bullet undei Heavy Equipment 
Replace “should” with “will” 

#11 P 11-1, last bullet 
Descnbe these dust conhol measures and the circumstances when they will be 
deployed 



EDITING COMMENTS 

#1 P v11 
“counts per minute” for “Counts per minute” 
FIDLER 1s “field mstrument for detecuon of low-energy radiauon” 
“pCdg” for “pCUg” 

“systems” for “stems” 

Ungrammabcal sentence construcuon 

#2 P 2-3, bullet4 - 

#3 P 7-3, first paragraph 


